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Remarks/Arguments § 

—a 

Claims 2-6, 8-12, and 1 4-22 are pend Ing In the application. Claims 2, 5 . 6 , S, 9, 11 , 1 2, « 
and 14-22 acre rejected. Claims 3, 4, and 10 are objected to. 

Applicant respectfully requests that ttiefrialtfy of tiie Office action be withdrawn bacause 
'a second or any subsequent action on the merits in any application ... will not be made final if it 
includes a rejection* en newly cried art; other then I nfomnatta n submitted In an Information 
disclosure statement filed under 37 CFR 1 .97{c) .... oF any claim not amended ... in spite of the 
fad that other claims may have been amandad to require newly cited art, " MPEP % 706.07(a). 
3" * Applicant subrti its f h at, far at least amended ctaims 2, 9 , aria 1 7, that fray wane simply rewritten 
eg tn independent form from their base claims 1, 7 and 13, respectively, and not substantively 
3*75 amended. Appfcarrf's amendment did not necessitate the new giaund(s) of rejection presented 
<? in the Office action. Therefore, IhJs Office action should not have been made final. 
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Ciafm Refections Under 35 USC 1 02 

. Claims 2, 9, 17, 2D, 5^6, 21-22, B, 11, 12, 14-16. and 18-18 are refected under 35 USC 
1Q2fe) a« being anticipated by Hartmaler et al. (US 6304753). Applicant mspedtfuly -traverses 
the rejections. 

Applicant submits Itat the subject matter of Applicants invention as claimed is not found 
fc3 in Harlmaler. One asped of Applica nf s invention as claim ed addressee the need far pjovldEng 

<o 

^ a mode of communication and identification that is user-specific rat hgr than device-specific. . . 

j=> This Is found in the claims a& "access to a user profile, associated with fre user 1 < claim 2); 

32 

— i "user-dependent interface ... based oh a user-profile" {cfaims 9 and 17); Identifying the user 

wilti a unique VoIP-name.... specific to the user" (claims 20 and 21); and "Identified by a user- 
& specific VoIP-name" (daim 22). 
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Although Hartmaler Refers to a "user profile", ftiis is a misnomer. Applicant submits that 
a more accurate name for the proflteas defined in Hartmaiar would be "device profile". 
Applicant ndles that Hartmafer provides fhafBJeldb 3D2 [ESN) and 3M (MIN) are the toy fields 
and together Identify a unique user prattle record." (col. 4, lines 24-28] 'The ESNiWIN pair Is a 
voice "network kJeHSfcafion and uniquely Idenfifles moblfe unit 170 to the voice nehvoirk^ [ool. 4, 
lines "TTie ESN la a unique serial number assigned to the mobile unit 170 during 

manufacture and cannot be changed. The MJN Is the telephone nt-mberof the mobile unit 170 
assigned by the service provider.. ' (col. 4> 8nes 7 _to) The user praflte fdenfiffedby the 
ESNTMIN pair is> of cour*e r wbII known h the arl and fe 1he basis for current mobile phone 
communicators. Applicant emphasizes Hiat the ESNMIN pair does not provide any 
jdtentHkation as to Hie user r or the actual person, using the mobile device. 

Ragardng cfalm 2, the Office action provides that, \n Hartmaier, the 'user profile has a 
Permanent IP (PIP) address and implies that this is somehow related to the user profile - 
provided In Applicants claims. Hartmaler defines the PIP as ^a permanent IP address which b 
assigned to a mabie umt . . . and is permanently associated with the mobile unit The PIP 
address uniquely Identifies a mobile unit to the data network 14CT (erf. 4, fines 2M0). Appicant 
emphasizes that the PIP ^combination with the ESNfeS IN pair does not provfcJe any 
fctarffflcafion as to the user, or the actual person, using the mobile device, as provided in claim 
2, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of claim 2. 

Regarcflng cfe Im 9, the Offioe action provided the* the PIP is aooessi We via the data 
n Btwa rk. For the reasons provided above, Applicant submits that whether the PIP is or is not 
accessible via the data-network bears no relalion to the user prcflte, as dfeflned by Applicant's 
claims, as being accessible via the internet Applcant rsspectfuly requests re ran si deration and 
allowance of claim 9. . 
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Regarding claim 17, this claim was rejected based on tha same nationality as claims 2 
and 5 and Applcant repeats the forgoing reasons In favor of overcoming the rejection. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of claim 17. 

Regarding claim 20. the Office action provides '[f]he PIP is considered as a unique 
VaiP-name to Fadlftale neh^ comnri urildallbn specific to ffi'e mobile user." Appltiaht assumes 
thai official notice is being taken herein as to this assertion. Applicant respectfully traverses (his 
official notice art requests the Examfoer to provide a reference that describes such en element 
Absent a reference, it appears that the Examiner Is using personal knowledge, so the Examiner 
is respectfully requested to submit an affidavit as required by 37 C.F.R. § 1 .104{d)(23. 

As prodded above, Appll cant repeats fr» foragcwig that the PIP is specific to the device, 
not to. the user of the mobile device, and therefore cannot be used as a user-specific identifier. 
Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and aJtanance of claim 20. 

Regarding claims 21-22, these claims were rejected based on the seme rattonalrty ^ 
dafm 20 and Applicant repeats the forgoing reasons In favor of overcoming the rejections. 
Applicant respectfufiy requests re con sideration and allowance of claims 21 -22 . - 

Whereas claim .5 dependent on claim 20, and Is a further HmrlaBon of claim 20, claim 5 
f & also not anticipated by Hartmaler. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
allowance of claim 5, 

Regarding ctafirn 6. the Office action provides thart "a caler initiates from the PSTN is 
capable of communicating with the mobile telephone 170-% 1 when the mobile phone number 
is dialed/ Again, Applicant submits that this statement reflects Hie deviGe-centric thinking of the 
prior art The communication in the cited reference is focused on "communicating with the 
mobile phone* and not focused on communteating with thB user, as provided ^Applicant's 
cteim 6. Claim 6 depends on claim 20 which provides the user profile used to communicate with 
the user regardless as to what device, mobile or otherwise, the user currently has access to. ■> 
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One striking benefit, among others, provided by claim 6 and others, is that by dialing the 
telephone number of the user, the user prctfie wffl be accessed 1d determine which device is 
currency associated with the user r which can change at the will of the user. 

Whereas claim 5 dependents on claim 20, and Is a further imitation of claim 20, claim 6 
is also hot anticipated by Harhnaier. Applicant respectftjy requests reconsideration and 
alowance of claim 6. 

Whereas claims 6, 11, and 12, depend from claim 21 . and are further limitations of ciaJnn 
21, claims 6, 11 , and 12, are also nqf anticipated by Harimaier. Applicant respectfully requests 
jeconsideration and allowance of claims 8, 11, and 12. 

Whereas claims 14, 15, 16, 1B and 19, depend from claim 22, and are further Imitations 
of claim 22, claims 14, 15, 16, 16 and 19, are also not anticipated by Hartmaier. Applicant 
rsspBctftdly requests recons (deration and allowance of claims 14, 15, 16, 18 and 19, 

Further, regarding! claim 19, the Office action provides thai the PIP Held Is configured 
es a wary to provide user-dependent Interface." For the reasons provided above, Applicant 
submits that the PIP Held is a way to provide a dwlce-dependant interface, not a user- . 
dependent interface. Ore striking benefit; among others, provided by claim 19 and others, is 
1hat the user interface application usee tie user profile b provide the user with 1he same 
interface regardless of which device Che user is currently using. {See Applicants Specification 
page 10, fries 11-15, among others) The Office action provides no specific referecwe as io how 
Harimaier defines a user Interface, and Applicant Is unable 1o find such reference. Appficant 
respectfully requests the Examiner to provide a reference In Hartmaierlhat describes such a 
user interface. 

In view of the foregoing reasons for distinguishing over the cited references, Applicant 
has not rafaed other possible grounds for traversing the rejections, and therefore nothing herein 
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should be deemed a* acquiescence in any rejec&on or waluerof arguments not expressed 
heroin. 

Attowabte Subject Maxtor 

AppGcanf notes 1hart claims 3, 4 and 10 are aBowable tf rewritten in independent farm 
including all of the limitations of t heir respective base claims arid any Intervening claims; For 
the reasons provided above for aver coming the rejection of the base claims, Applicant submits 
thai daims 3. 4^ and 10 are allowable wrthoul being rewritten. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicant stfcmtto that in t/I ew of the f wagering amendments, the applfcaSon is ir? 
ooixJilibn for allowance, and favorable action is respectfully requested. The Commissioner ts 
hereby authorized to charge any fees. includBng extension fees, which may be required, or cnedlt 
any overpayrrertts, to Deposit Account No. 5O-10D1 . 

Respectfully submitted. 



. Date : March 4. 2PM 
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BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 

Defective images within this document are accurate representations of 
the original documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images may include (but are not limited to): 

• BLACK BORDERS 

• TEXT CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

• FADED TEXT 

• ILLEGIBLE TEXT 

• SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

• COLORED PHOTOS 

• BLACK OR VERY BLACK AND WHITE DARK PHOTOS 

• GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 



IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 



As rescanning documents will not correct images, 
please do not report the images to the 
Image Problem Mailbox. 



